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Sucmary 


lhl»  analyses  obtained  from  a  national  probability  sample 

of  SyOOO  adu|4  ^erleanbf  *rh6  questionnaire  vas  prepared  and  the  analysis 
eatiernieX  Michigan  Sf.%€«  Unlvefslty.  The  data  vere  collected  by  Elmo 
E.opeg  and  A.fisMlaCe»  (ft  ^na«  1962, 

Th«  study  obtained  Indices  of  public  attitudes  toward  the  probability 
ef  nuclear  «ar«  the  ntlllty  of  fallout  shelters,  and  the  desirability  of 
various  civil  defense  programs  of  the  Office  of  Civil  Defense.  We  also 
analyzed  response  differences  that  were  related  to  various  demographic 
variables,  and  compared  tbree  groups  which  are  maximally  different  In  their 
receptivity  to  shelter  programs* 

Public  Attitudes 

About  I  American  In  4  believed  that  the  Dnlted  States  would  be  involved 

In  a  nuclear  war  within  the  next  20  years.  About  I  In  2  rejected  this  Idea 
« 

and  the  remaining  25Z  were  undecided*  The  public  was  split  almost  50*50  on 
the  question  of  the  utility  of  shelters.  About  half  thought  shelters  would 
help  and  the  other  half  thought  they  would  not. 

In  spite  of'  this  split*  however,  most  Americans  were  In  favor  of  the 
four  existing  or  proposed  governmental  shelter  programs  (l.e.,  marking¬ 
provisioning,  changing  existing  buildings,  Including  shelter  apace  In  new 
buildings,  and  providing  financial  help  In  constructing  shelters).  Any 
given  program  was  supported  by  at  least  2  out  of  3  respondents  and  half  of  the 
respondents  favored  all  four,.  In  addition  most  Americans  were  either 
satisfied  with  the  present  or  proposed  programs  (45%)— or  believed  the 
government  should  do  more  (26%).  Only  14%  thought  the  government  should  be 
doing  less,  and  the  remaining  15%  were  undecided.  °  * 


RelattQ&ahlOB  miong  Attitude^ 

fount  ••  r^^eCt^nelitp  an  injl'vidua£'''»  oplfilon  as  to  the 

%Uce||heo2  o|  var  (il«  lMtle£  ttebeUef  in  the  etillty  ef  shelters. 

Ih«e«  two  vafftahlee  appeet  V«  lu^ependShC.  fioth,  however*  era  related 

tv  acveptahen  of  «  ebelfer  i.e.t  those  who  believed  war  la  llkelj 

were  sligntiy  oore  tavoraSie  cowsra  ahelcera*  auu  Llwao  »uw  believed  chtlt^rt 
Would  help  were  nnicb  more  likely  to  favor  a  shelter  program. 

Relatienahttis  between  Demoaraohie  V^tpblea  and  Attitudes 

people  In  the  South*  people  on  fetma*  females,  Negroes,  and  people  In 
the  lowaat  aotlo-ecoeomlc  levels  were  cost  likely  to  feel  that  we  will  be 
Involved  In  a  nuclear  war  within  20  years.  Belief  In  the  utility  of  shelters 
was  Bald  tnost  strongly  by  younger  cltltens  and  those  In  the  highest  soclo* 
economic  levels.  People  over  50  years  old  were  least  convinced  of  the  utility 
«  (  sbelters, 

^he  level  of  support  for  the  existing  or  proposed  programs  is  relatively 
constant  throughout  the  country,  among  occupation  groups,  and  among  cltleens 
living  In  towr.3  of  varying  sizes.  Pemales  and  younger  citizens  were  cx>Bt 
supportive , 

Hegroes  emd  those  In  the  lower  8ocio*economlc  levels  were  aiost  likely 
to  suggest  the  government  should  do  more.  Whites,  those  in  the  higher  soclo- 
econtmin  levels  or  in  managerial  positions,  and  older  citizens  %fere  nwst 
likely  to  suggest  the  government  should  do  Leas  than  it  is  now  doing. 
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Tlie  rublic'a  Optniona  on  Existing  or  Potential  Federal  Fallout  Shelter  Programs 

As  part  of  the  attltudlnal  research  program  being  conducted  by  the 
Department  of  Coinnninlcatlon  for  the  Office  of  Civil  Defense  (Department  of 

a  nat^a&  survey  was  completed  In  June 

oi  intended  fo  assess  puBSle  attitudes  on  three  Issues 

at  -£k«  «*  S6«i9a*  vit»  ^tfietked  v^th 

«MUar  «%af«M  9km  Mict  «e«  «•  «Wen<*  years. 

%•  1M  fMteM  «0  wktet*  v««Sf  «l(«*  gvetectSstt  £& 

C«M  Cf  »tstU«r 

^  IlM  «alua  mi  enieUtS  4S  f«t«!lt|a1l  belter  programs 

f^i9k  couil  %m  Ultt«te4  If  £ta»  ftimfmt  c^eitmeM* 
ll  «4iCU«lk  «•  these  Vaag«  Istuef^  V*  else  tnteemsted  |»  the 
tetfowhlft  eaoet  t«i«M  «ei  te  dM  tftltlionmf  latveee  (a)  optftle**  «• 
llesQ  m9  vgtioel  demdgvapMe  4at«  #««Js  «•  «gt«  sacs#  eea*  «>c» 

<Nv  aaglicr  (k*  be  pi«f«iA»d  t«  •  feblstueeC  rep«tt>  ala#  ftae  can- 
coiMd  itsalC  vl«h  Ctdie  lastot  loweveso  %bM«  4«c«  vote  eeMi  <(awn  ftea  • 
Mttwsl  eatflta  feilMts  IN  daCA  vwe  Mlt«eteA  to  elglt  e«t«ege4  cittee 
nm  Idles  iii«4  to  toutptet^  the  imfget  of  the  ^rieeni  g»«etpmen«  la* 
iegtatUea  ptwSfeffl.  Zhe  «atl«pa|L  eamfle  vtu  lelp  •#  eetlmgle  He  tooIZdepce 
iCn  toceh  ve  CM  gtoetollz*  ««r  9lh«r  Sato  to  toe  eeanuy  aeevhoto*  It 
toM  rxtotlse  If etiltc  tofeitnatlto  tR  ettltoSes  &n  Jhae  kowaxA  several 

•fPMM  of  toe  «lvil  Sefettt  Shelter  frosKeu* 

Kttolgga  State  VnUenftf  feet  ««t  letato  Us  ow»  maUand  Sitl4  tuter- 

o 

»£e^iaS  eSaSf.  Se  srSer  So  alUto  s  retigtle  ttoteasl  eampie^  tha  £jlut  KOper 
«t4  Aivtoftitot  AfgantsatMi  ¥«■  ittatato  tot  Udkd  vtric«  SDf e« 

fecaMMi  fttoatt*  tot  tfinfle,  ei<kiinltto<«4  the  fetol^ohnalxsi,  toi  rierared! 
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the  data  for  machine  analysis.  Michigan  State,  after  consultation  with 
personnel  of  Sh^  national  Office  ^f  Civil  ©gfense,,  was,  responsible  for.  most. 
Vf’  the  .'quesflonnatlrd  atl  a&alystd.  Oi 

I@«^ructe0  fiCO  pArsMIMl* 


yh^  (^gs^^nnatg^ 

tfte  efgVt  4u*«fMls  eoTtfSl^ 

€read*  ti  •enCtoMl  sltM*  ft  ftts*  ttctudcd  «I*M  4emogfrS9his  IS«^ 

f4M«»  ^ermtttej  Us  C#  CftCegetSAt  »««lP0|d«il6  wiflk  Msp^t  fftf 
atea  Stle  cgmttf^  •Cz#  n^nmiu^tty*  MtVfratlon,  ° 

6o«io-eCMcrlU 
apobabniey.ot 

9Re  i|«a«ttott  va«  ttS«4  Co  CbU  ^aCtaMe.  TI^g  at  Son  vass 

"Oa*  ds^tfkg  v«  are  laetttattl  ia  t«  ho\r  pc(^l«  feat  about  cbe 
f 9esii>ilt?l»  «S  fejctea?  "at  SO3  iaf  «he  19  ce  ?0  years# 

XO  jovt  «ytoton,  whaf  are  Che  ttaneca  that  fi  Vat  will  ccCUT 
Is  vhieb  semo  tfouotcy  Vtlt  atcacl^  Che  tJntCad  States  viCh 
nuclear  veapcac  Noting  the  etxCtiS  ot  tbe  seveftties#  Do  you 
wd  wtit  ba  atcael; or  ve  yoo*c.  be  atcacTced?“ 

vet  I  be  «Uac1(«d 
Voa*c  be  attacked 
6ot»*e  hnov 

flO  adfiwer* 


yalloc^  igbelteys  and  the  gating  of 

Two  qbCBtitmt  vece  used  to  acicit  public  confidence  in  shelters  as 
prot«atlo9  cgalnsc  redfoaettve  fattouti  Ae  flrec  <iue&tion,  constucted 
foe  ouif  pirloi?  reseaxdi,  ves? 

coppos*  tber  Is  a  wuelcaif  Vati  thlnh  for  a  Ooment  about 
feople  vho  live  far  enotgJv  to  escape  the  bomb  blast*  if 
cbcfe  people  have  falleut  ohcltcirff  vhat  do  you  think  their 
chances  are  for  escaping:  death  Cl?  aeveta  radiation  sickness 
ftoUL  faXlcut  radJtetlen?  Bo  you  think  they  have  a  very  good 
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chance  of  avoiding  radiation  sicloiess,  come  chance,  very  little 
chance,  or  no  chance  of  avoiding  Radiation  sickness  or  death?" 

good  thane  e 

''  Some  chance  ^  _ 

IU«tt«hancd 

N9  «bance 
80n*«  fMvi 
to  anctftr 

Pr&sSig^  of  '^he  Uni£ed?  States 

Bfti  tkw  ttMvtaft  ttf etfiQ  Ameriaane  &•  ^tfrove  ^  f a^lsii£’ 

^WU«t«  at  9  MM*  •!  turg#^  and  tA^tiMtet  fa^ 

lA  *  AtctfM  fteattda*  AfitSft  Mi  tlto  A«pgt  eni  Aadffftlieea  ltd  ^ 

«ili«  fftlfOkaC^lllqp  tdC  tik  of-tlt  ateofti  questi^m^  tertauSS  of 

CMaern  «^at  ghg  Ufe  «£  Cftc  tei«t  aAfl  **Sfcr«t^y  «f 

■  «ltAiugt  aCfttrttt^  tfnA  to  Ha*  th*  <aM«rs«  an!  mrt  obviouslj^ 

^g  ft*  V49  c«  balaftCO  tlita  bSae  SiiS  OSS  dS  S&4iwtdustd  vk'--dfw9a  SCatiU^ 
{u:  74'>  ACd^igil/i  «£  iKktt 

4tl«w^  for  *  fattial  fgift  ojt  ^ia*  lAttodtteai  ttM  o£ 

^Vv«sj4tor'  titd  **Sc«Ritidey  ttafenae;”  iie«^  tha  ereitHtiQr  «< 
ftiaccsf  «n  tliit  qtieatJCgru  ^Kton,  consttuated  by  ^  «B8e 

fftstdcit,  th^  seevattfl^  oC  Qgfeas*,  and  8<m*  (ramffie;^; 
sQlenCtsCft  bsAe  said  tlia^;  America  c^uti  hav«  faltont  shelcea* 

I)«Ca9«t  (atlcut  «1leie«rs  will  «ave  ft^al^lftcant  nucd»«i:  of  Itvei 
la  c«*e  this  coaxitvy  Is  (ittaclce<j*  fome  other  fToalMnt  ♦clentlfitB 
tlave  dtsa^qed,  ttes9.  «Clc&C46U  la:f  that  90  should  pOt  tuc99 
•Hlcet  frogra»  beca^t  thelctrt  troo*t  dafO  0  f lgat<t«aAt  oombdt 
ai  lives  la  ease  of  «teln4r  4tC*ck;  tiow  do  ycu  f««l  ehvut;  this? 
to  you  bolfnrt  that  sUoXteps  wiu  or  vUZ  not  aaye  ft  #tgnf fiCfflat 
tw^ot  «f  livt*  if  wft  have  on  ftttaoa?'' 

Kill  nvo  •  ftlgAtfioftOt  fiotibor  of  Stve* 
till  net  Sftv0  9  sfgftllica;^  Aumltep  of  lives 
j|>0Q*e  tftfiv 
3to  aftiweff 

Mtf  <ilPg-Or_ltettpttftt.f  ^eral^flh^tetf. 

the  fidenA  save^huDent  is  ntm  ciuBpleelng  a  sorvey  o£  «si8t£at  holMlosSfi 
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subways,  and  ®tber  spa§cS  wfth  Ithe  intent  of  marking  these  spaces  and 
st(jgjfi#rg  f iro^s  j^n^  §$  be  used  in  case  of  emergency.  In  addition, 

^  $IMeimment  initiate  programs  to:  (a)  encourage 

BUM  ^Mt^s  lb  |uil3tn5a  to  increase  their  protection  factor,  (b) 

IM  ImImIM  of  fhllUt  ghelter  space  in  the  design  of  new 
*'**^®*S^  tpi  fiWllJftiunf*  fof  some  kinds  of  hon-profit  institu^n,^ 
V»»  tlM»  Moduce  fsllMt  llUtt*  JflM  lb  filiei?  ow®  buildings^ 
•wctUlOINn  taA  af  iWlJi  ttssfill  Juhlte  a5«@ST)¥«r*?  gS5lft|5;|, 

<4M  #1  i^JO  fftJb  HHtg,  '?h(g  f|Se»  ^ueSKlMS  CS  fB®, 

k| 

Sfy  ^ttft5^u^*5»si%ot/|8?Rovidff  ihflgb  ^Utovt  |^<t4keJt  If 
I2ltl2^«  ^r**i**‘*  tft^Sftsemervfe  ardaS  ^n| 

JWttttj  «f  €qiipmcnt,  awt  wad*  in  tfiemj 

?SMto»  W  S^;*orf  **“•  ♦***«"» 

JHfrtje  0|  #ai^  (tjjf*g&8 

£2?!®*  #ong^^  |B||sAii«j  ^tttMInXi 

■Wi  C  Ibtv? 

mrnms! 


o 


^Ac8  jTQtt 


Xb  lavfiii 
Cp^sed  tg) 

8ea*etaair 

mrnpm 


toe  fuXttlEfs 


o 


© 


»2> 


(§) 


'£ 


Si  tfdet 

fVf^ol  tb 

iMit  ^n«9 


o 

9  O 


S.'  <2. 


O 

«o 
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questioituefcgang  ^9  present  survey-marking- stocking  program 

wae  created  T>y  ^CD  personnel;  Jh?s  <juese?on  was : 

^Sbe  government  is  com^^ting  a  survey  of  large  buildings,  subways, 
an?  tne  like^  Enough  corrid^s^  innetf  rooms,  basements  and  so  on 
have  t)een  foun?  to  p^otgct  ever  59  fcillion  people  against  fallout 
radiation;  should  or  shoiflff  noff  tliese  protected  areas,  which 
Sfeea^  fxfst,  be  majke3  and  Jrov?sione(i  £cr  use  in  an  emerganc^^® 

fta^ce<i  ^nA  pr0v^9t|bne$ 

Should  xiotS  9^  fiaAei  and  ^r^VisSoned 
DoVt  ^iow 
answ^ 


KltatA  aft9£8h9|!|fe9ei^Sl^^|)tfaC;eftt7e];;&  con^Spe^  abfuSfftsSi^e 
l>*aa  In  thifl.  14  SteSementff  tha®  tjji^^frea^  ?s 

aa  en-gitPs  aXj^  tHj  Afcfe  ISaftemeaf?  4ag  ^8% 

"proCeefi  cn^sl  19  mttXJe4  Jglptlt  a^4?#§&  ifeU^JUfe 

that  spme  petjlc  art  mQiX  ^0?  J^fag^^aa.  wjl|^  ^ovemmenli 

has  already  pufi  InC*  opaf  attoA.  «n4  tto^i'it  semfi.  df^^ajttemejifc 
this  program  will  definitely  30^  T5et»pSew’. 

pointed  out  that  it  is  in  fatt  an  :^g«^  alj#:  ig^g^cssed  i^^(§§n© 

vlctlon  that  the  •’50  milliotv  f  eop|.^S 
to  take  resp^xteMlity 
In  the  tuestltnnafre: 


A  final  qti«stioTi  vas  ml^de^mn^ou^ 

Govemmentat  shelfTeji,  ^flfesfitqg 

•Bv  sucvij^lng  exisj^ng Jfeuti&ftli  ^ft8  fiiym^a*  rf«SlS^n«i  ®g) 

^cnltl^  cJiipgS*  and  ®iBpt(ga|s,  (^fej^menf  '$s  t^il§  £$ 

St J^latf  a  iJs^flnaSl  fJWfdq,  figegectjfti®  rfjgSlSsg  O 

fallout  fotf  everyone  l?ljp  ®rvUe^  f tates  Ifvt 

15o  you  thinlf  thii  Govemmei^f  s^t^  4©  <Poi3t  fssvi9($  |r*ffcf&^10 

in  the  event}  oZ  aa  attach  3*0  is  Jus^  about  CTif) 

right?  hto?  tf  program,  ^  tlia^  ^ 

too  muen  fn  this  arca^Q) 

^lnT(  the  ^ovemmenf) 

•This  Is  about?  tfhe  rlghf)  kin^«gj^gghi^  ® 

%h&i^  ^i^fjQ^^men 
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Respondents  who  said  the  government  should  do  more  were  asked:  "What 


else  do  you  think  the  Government  should  do?"  Respondents  who  said  the 
government  Is  doing  too  much  were  asked:  "What  do  you  think  the  Government 
18  Ih  should  not  be  doing^'*  The  content  of  these  open-end 

answers  was  4oded  and  grouped  fn^  ^eme  areas . 

A  specification  of  the  ?emographl®  ^tems  wit$  be  included  in  the 
description  of  the  survey  8ainp‘*1^e^ 

e' Sample 

in  ad,  Elmo  an^  Assjjd^^^s  i|f>faine9  ^^00  Sg&^v^ws  w^fb  a 

UttSloaai  mefl*  an<f  icrjicn  aged  2Y  and  5uCe^vteving  was 

conducted  in  ^2^  samp^dg  ^o€hPlona  throughout  ^e  sampling 

locations  were  sclec^^  ^^^^g  pro^gdures^  after  gtratifying 

the  counties  the  |jny:ed  l^ates  fo#  geog^apTiica^  area  an^  sdegre®®^ 
urbanization*  iocatfeiad)  fef^cks  wcj|^  sftlec^4>  a^^hit8bT3igapgarH.onate 

^  ••f\l|a|it8n^hf||p  ajie  avafTa%Jeg)  ^  sm^Je^  Ifjgieff  bjocks 

we  anj  J^l^rV^ws  assigned'  i;^')  eaci^  ‘^lo^^D^^rflgortfl.on 

f0  file  of  (Sw^ife^gffS^s  «3gftg;  ol®  l0  arga^  il*@?'#w'585 

tfftigneg  sp^j^  |§ttf^  e!t,  .*«ndoTn)  ^ifi  s^gg,  hi^w^ 

%a{>8#  ^on^jl^s  3r^(j9(5^n^  fer  ag*  ,an&  employe#  womef9<|§  ^§si^£)  tha^^e^t 

CharanerlsfetCB  wot^^^^pri^ejljf^lJ^BetU^  irf|i*S^w8«>e@t  (llfn^ 

prtmatjjjf  agger  ^  ^1)  was  iBanSd^ij^d  <h8ln<^6R\fJ<joe  ^  ^d  15, 

JS62^  %0tt|  JaCfe®  ir^gsgfiQ 

The  represej^^enggs  ^?he  ^e«gkmd«» 

giTaphit  vatla^ips  ^d^e^9B  ^SSSfd 

^ikjetfteti^gea  ^ 

©  _ 
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.  Geographic  Area  of  the  Country 


New  England  6% 
Middle  Atrantlc  19% 
East  North  Centra^  20% 
West  North  dentral  9% 
ffSftth  Atlantic  14% 

Size  o9  community 

«ve£  S«00|^00  f0% 
250,000  to  l.OOO.OOfl  *2% 
100,000  to  250, 00^  7% 
25,000  to  100,000 


Occupation 


East  South  Central  7% 
West  South  Central  10% 
Mountain  4% 
Pacific  11% 


2,500  to  25,000  19% 
Towns  under  2,500  5% 
Open  Country  31% 


Professional  oi^  exefuttfce  5%  Factory  labor 

Small  store  «hop  propr^^r  4%  Non- factory  labor 

tii;4.vicc  f-iratsCrive  10%  Homemaker 
Farm  proprietor  4%  other 

White  collar  itU  ric^  anB  Sales)  12%  No  answer 
Farm  labor  2% 


Sex 


Age 


Race 


Male  ^0% 
Female  50% 


€1-34? 

answe^ 


37% 


Socio-economic  le>^ei^ 


10% 

9% 

53% 

10% 

1% 


Roper  Interv4^r8  t^ass^  neighbor¬ 
hood,  the  size,  age.  and  con^,^  a«|«A^*atl|f  0b8er|fefi> 

in  regard  to  “hfa  ^,08  8e84§l^  On  the 

of  these  assessments^  th»  |§)  aslJ^ne?  oj  fc^r  mai^l  softo- 


economit  t^^ps  ^  f^e#^g  fg  Bnf  t  ^ftwe^^ 

••  and  3f<fg|^s^s  9tst;|||f  %HBd¥Ween 

i  ««  i  PdB  eS?  m  te^baen  S$  anS 

There  §s  mo  direct 


vaiisiatita  m,  iXissB  UM  9m»  «4irs  ^wevefff  roug'^lyj,  the 


D 


o 


o 


O 

<►  o 
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average.  Income  of  an  "A.”  famtly  Is  $1.5)000  or  overj  of  a  "3”  family)  $8|000““ 


$15,000;  of  a  "C"  family,  $3,500 — $8,000;  and  of  a  "D"  family,  less  than 

$3,,500j|  percentage  breakdown  for  this  survey  was  as  follows: 

A  2% 

^  21% 

#  5}% 

£  #8% 

^^dgment  2% 


Analysis  of  Results 

The  report  of  the  survey  findings  is  divided  into  three  sections i 
(a)  the  straight  tabulation  of  responses,  (b)  Che  relationships  among  the 
three  major  issues,  and  (c)  the  relationships  between  responses  on  those 
is sue 8  and  various  demographic  data. 

The  Survey  Reanonaea 

Probability  of  attack.  In  answer  to  our  quoatlon  on  the  respondent’s 

opinion  about  the  chances  that  a  war  will  occur  during  the  sixties  or  the 

oeventles  In  which  some  country  will  attack  the  United  States  with  nuclear 

weapons,  about  ^  respondent  in  4  said  that  we  will  be  attacked,  about 

2  in  4  said  that  we  would  not  be  attacked,  and  a  little  less  than  1  in  4 

ccld  he  didn’t  know,  l.c,,  he  hnd  no  opinion.  Specific  percpntflgen  ueret 

Will  be  attacked  267, 

Won't  be  attacked  52% 

Don't  know-no  opinion  227, 

Fallout  shelters  and  the  aavlntt  of  lives.  The  first  index  of  opinion 
as  to  the  effectiveness  of  shelters  In  case  of  attack  was  obtained  from  the 
question: 

"Let's  suppose  there  is  a  nuclear  war.  Think  for  a  moment  about 
people  who  live  far  enough  away  to  escape  the  bomb  blest.  If 
these  people  have  fallout  shelters,  what  do  you  think  their  chances 
are  for  escaping  death  or  severe  radiation  oickness  from  fallout 
radiation?  Do  you  think  they  have  a  very  good  chance  of  avoiding 
®  radiation  sickness,  some  chance,  very  little  cj^ance,  or  no  chamce 
of  avoiding  radiation  sickness  or  death?" 
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The  proportion  of  rcaponuents  for  each  category  wao  as  follows: 


Very  good  chance 

21% 

Some  chance 

36% 

Very  little  chance 

25% 

Mo  chance 

10% 

Don't  know 

0% 

Ue  can  reduce  these  response  categories  somewhat  If  we  accept  "very 
good  chance"  or  "some  chance"  as  a  favorable  category!  and  "very  little 
chance"  or  "no  chance"  as  an  unfavorable  category.  Under  this  grouping  (used 


quCTat  5  ttiiu  u  out  oi  1.0  Amexi.'^aiio  uuijucve  kfiak 


shelters  would  help  In  avoiding  radiation  sickness^  between  3  and  4  out  of 

10  Americans  believe  that  shelters  would  not  he Ip, aad  about  1  in  10  has  no 

opinion.  Specific  percentages  are: 

Very  good  or  some  chance  57% 

Veiry  little  or  no  chance  35% 

Don' t  know  G% 

The  second  Index  of  opinions  as  to  the  effectiveness  of  shelters  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  dispute  between  (a)  the  President,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
and  some  prominent  scientists  vs;  (b)  other  prominent  scientists  as  to 
whether  shelters  would  save  a  aipnlf leant  number  of  lives.  The  proportion 
of  respondents  in  each  category  Was: 

Will  save  a  significant  number  of  lives  51% 

Will  not  save  a  significant  nixnber  of  lives  40% 

Don't  know  9% 

We  were  Interested  In  the  relationship  between  responses  to  these  two 
questions:  lie,,  the  extent  to  which  the  two  questions  seemed  to  Index  the 
same  thing— level  of  trust  In  shelters  as  a  protective  device  In  case  of 
attack.  The  overall  percentages  are  quite  similar.  More  precisely,  if  we 
eliminate  those  subjects  who  said  they  had  no  opinion  on  one  or  both  of  these 
questions,  we  obtain  the  following  results  from  a  cross-tabulation  of  the 
two  sets  responses^ 


A 


10 


Juestlon  I 


Queetlon  2 

Will  aave  lives  Won’t  save  Itvee 


Total 


Very  good-some 
chance 

74% 

(774) 

26% 

(272) 

100% 

(1046) 

Very  llttle-no 
chance 

29% 

(193) 

71% 

(483) 

100% 

(676) 

It  la  quite  clear  that  ooat  people  (better  than  7  out  of  10)  anawered 
both  of  these  queatlona  In  the  same  vay;  however,  it  la  equally  clear  that 
about  3  people  In  10  did  not  see  these  two  Items  as  asking  the  same  question. 
In  light  of  the  inherent  fuzziness  surrounding  such  concepts  as  (a)  how  many 
people  would  live  far  enough  away  to  escape  the  bomb  blast,  (b)  the  meaning 
for  various  Individuals  of  "a  significant  number  of  lives,",  etc.,  these 
differences  are  not  surprising.  It  would  appear  that  the  use  of  the  status 
of  the  President  or  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  had  no  significant  effect  on 
responses  to  the  second  queetlon;  however,  further  analyses  in  this  report 
will  be  restricted  to  the  first  index  of  opinion, 

tential  Federal  Shelter  Programs.  The  questionnaire 
assessed  the  level  of  public  acceptance  or  rejection  of  four  specific 
governmental  shelter  programs}  (a)  the  marking  and  stocking  of  existing 
space,  (b)  the  alteration  of  existing  buildings  to  provide  more  space, 

(c)  the  Inclusion  of  shelter  space  in  the  construction  ef  new  large  buildings, 
and  (d)  partial  financial  support  by  the  Government  as  a  help  to  schools, 
colleges  and  hospitals  wliich  want  to  adapt  their  buildings  to  provide  more 
q>ace.  Responses  to  these  four  questions  weret 

Is  Markina  and  nrovistoning  existlnn  soace 

^houTd  be  marked  and  provisioned  86% 

fi^o5Ld  not  be  marked  and  provisioned  7% 

7% 

Cl  •  _  • 
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In  favor  of  changing  existing  buildings  64% 

Opposed  to  changing  existing  buildings  22% 

Don't  know  14% 

3,  Inclusion  of  shelter  space  in  new,  larger  buildings 

In  favor  68% 

Opposed  '  20% 

Don't  know  12% 

4.  Government  financial  support  to  schools,  colleges 

and  hospitals  to  aid  in  adapting  buildings _ 

In  favor  77% 

Opposed  17% 

Don ' t  know  6% 

The  data  indicate  clearly  that  each  of  these  four  programs  is  supported 

by  the  majority  of  Americans.  The  marking-provisioning  progran  received 

overwhelming  siipport  (86%  in  favor).  The  proposal  to  change  existing 

buildings  received  the  least  support;  however,  even  here,  nearly  2  out  of 

o 

3  respondents  favored  this  program. 

In  addition  to  the  individual  percentages,  we  can  group  respondents 
in  terms  of  how  they  answered  all  four  of  these  questions;  i.e,,  how  many 
people  sxipported  all  four  programs,  how  many  three,  etc.  Th^se  tabulations 
are  presented  below  for  the  1961  respondents  who  expressed  an  opinion  on  all 


four  programs. 

Number^of  Programs  Supported 
Pj;u#  programs 

I  Four  Programs 


Percentage  Supporting 


Jlq^clhg,  Including,  Supporting 
Slw^g,  Chang  ingj  Supporting 
Changing^  Ing^udfbg 
Ranging,  ^pj|^ding^  S(i||gort^ng 


^  Best  Available  Copy 


o 


Percentage  SuPTjortlna 
13% 


67. 

3% 

A 

2% 

27. 

97. 

7% 

27. 

7% 

I'^er  pf  proarema  Supported 

Two  of  the  four  Programs 

Marking,  Supporting 
I'larklng,  Including 
Marking,  Changing 
Including,  Supporting 

One  of  the  Four  Programs 

Marking 

Supporting 

None  of  the  Pout  Programs 


Nearly  half  (49%)  of  all  of  the  respondents  responded  favorably  to 
all  four  of  the  governmental  programs;  only  7%  responded  negatively  to  all 

The  final  substantive  question  related  to  the  Federal  Government's 
shelter  program  asked; 

assistance  to 

8tlmulflte'i>^M^??*^  hospitals,  the  Government  is  trying  to 

out  for  evervaM'^n^f-h^^?f!5*.‘^j  provide  protection  against  fall- 
thlnit  r  ^  ^  States  vithln  five  years*  Do  you 

event  of  provide  protection  in  La 

^ent  of  an  attack,  do  you  think  this  is  just  about  the  right 

The  proportion  of  responses  in  each  category  was; 

This  is  about  the  right  kind  of  program 
Think  the  Government  should  do  more 
Think  the  Government  is  doing  too  much 
Don’t  know 

Again,  the  data  are  a  clear  indication  that  better  than  2  out  of  3 
Americans  either  are  satisfied  with  the  present  Government  program  (as  th, 
understand  it)  or  think  the  Government  should  be  doing  more.  About  I  per, 
in  7  thinks  the  Government  is  doing  too  much. 


457. 

267. 

14% 

15% 
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In  on  attempt  to  pinpoint  the  epeclfic  suggeBtiona  of  those  people  who 
favor  an  intensified  program  as  well  as  the  specific  criticisms  of  those  who 
are  opposed  to  the  present  program,  we  asked  one  additional  open-end  question 
of  the  people  who  either  felt  the  Government  should  be  doing  more  or  felt  it 
should  be  doing  less.  The  26%  of  the  sample  who  felt  the  Government  should 
be  doing  more  were  asked:  what  else  do  you  think  the  Government  should  do? 

The  dominant  group  of  responses  (37%  of  these  respondents  answered  this  way) 
suggested  that  the  Government  should  build  and/or  provide  fallout  shelters. 
The  second  most  frennpot  response  (11%)  callsd  for  tui  increased  infonnatlon 
and  education  program  as  to  what  citizens  should  do  in  case  of  attack.  The 
complete  set  of  responses  is  reproduced  below  (note:  group  totals  add  to 
more  than  100%,  and  subtotals  may  add  to  more  than  group  totals,  because  some 
respondents  gave  more  than  one  answer). 

"What  else  do  you  think  the  Government  should  do?" 

Asked  of  respondents  who  thought  the  Government 
should  do  more  to  provide  protection  In  the 
event  of  an  attack— 26%  of  total  sample 

Total  asked 
this  question 


Kumber  of  respondents 

511 

(190) 

1007. 

1.  BUILD,  PROVIDE  FALLOUT  SHELTERS 

E. 

Build  fallout  shelters,  provide  more 

ebeltets  to  protect  everyone; 
build  shelters  here  (no  further 
information). 

(106) 

21 

Build,  provide  centrally  located 
shelters  in  populated  areas. 

Build,  provide  shelters  for  areas 

(  39) 

outside  of  cities— in  smaller, 
rural  places. 

(  20) 

4 

Build,  provide  fallout  shelters  in 
schools,  protect  the  children;  e 

Build  shelters  that  offer  real 

<  19) 

4 

protection— good,  safe  shelters. 
Build  and  provision  the  shelters 

(  6) 

1 

adequately; 

i  4 

1 

0 


9 


0 


14 


2,  INSTRUCT,  EDUCATE  THE  PUBLIC  IN  CIVIL 
DEFENSE;  GIVE  PUBLIC  MDRE  INF0RI4A- 
TION  ON  WHAT  TO  DO  IN  CASE  OF  ATTACK 
TO  PROTECT  THEMSELVES.  (M) 

3i  SHCOLD  DO  ALL  THEY  CAN  TO  PROTECT  US 

(mo  further  Information).  (44) 

4i  SPEED  UP  THEIR  PLANS  FOR  PROTECTION; 

DON'T  JUST  TALK  ABOUT  IT— DO  IT.  (41) 

Si  FINANCIALLY  HELP  OTHERS  TO  BUIID  SHELTERS  (J5) 
Subsidize,  help  finance  private  In¬ 
dividuals  to  build  their  cxm 

Subsidize,  help  finance  local 
communities  to  build,  provide 
shelters.  (13)  3 

Lessen  the  costs  of  shelters  so  in¬ 
dividuals  can  afford  them.  (4)  1 


6i  ENCOURAGE,  EDUCATE  OTHERS  TO  BUILD  SHELTERS  (j5) 
Encourage,  educate  private  Indi¬ 
viduals  to  build  sheltersi  (10)  2 

Encourage,  educate  local  communi¬ 
ties,  groups  to  build,  provide 
shelters,  (6)  1 


7.  BUIID  UP  DEFENSES;  KEEP  UP  ARMS  RACE  (17) 

Ci  WORK  FOR  PEACE;  PREVENT  WAR  (1^ 

9i  DO  MORE  RESEARCH  ON  RADIATION,  FALLOUT 
SHELTERS— TO  DEVELOP  SAFE  ONES  IF 
POSSIBLE.  (12) 

lOi  STOP  TESTING  NUCLEAR  WEAPONS  (_y 

Hi  STOP  BUIIDING,  ENCOURAGING  FALLOUT 

SHELTERS— THEY  ARE  USELESS  (DO 
SOMETHING  ELSE  INSTEAD.  BUILD  UP 
ARl-lS,  WORK  FOR  PEACE,  ETC.)  (  3) 

12,  MENTIONED  OTHER  GOVERNMENT  PROGRAI-S— 

UNEMPLOYMENT,  (_7) 


13i  ALL  OTHER 
14,  DON'T  KNOW 
15  i  NO  ANSWER 


(14) 

(113) 

L5) 


11 

9 

8 

2 


3 


3 

3 


2 

1 


I 

1 

3 

22 

1 


O 


o 


13 


The  147.  o£  the  satnple  who  felt  the  Government  Is  doing  too  much  were 
asked:  Hhat  do  you  think  the  Government  Is  doing  that  it  should  not  be  doing? 
Tor  this  groupf  the  dominant  group  of  responses  (41%  of  these  respondents 
answered  this  way)  suggested  that  the  Government  la  spending  and/or  wasting 
too  much  money.  The  second  most  frequent  group  of  responses  (23%)  Implied 
that  the  Federal  Government  Is  taking  responsibility  that  should  be  left  to 
private  Initiative  and  the  Individual  states.  The  complete  set  of  responses 
la  cepxodueed  below  (note:  aaaln.  totals  will  add  to  more  than  100%). 

"Iftiat  do  you  think  the  Government  Is  doing  that  It  should  not 
be  doing?” 

Asked  of  respondents  who  thought  the  Government  should  do  less 
to  provide  protection  In  the  event  of  an  attack->147.  of  total 
sample 


Total  asked 
this  Question 


Ntmiber  of  respondents 

279 

100% 

% 

1.  SPENDING,  WASTING  TOO  MUCH  MONEY 

(115) 

Spending  too  much  money  (no  further 
information) . 

Wasting  money,  spending  money  un> 

(18) 

6 

wisely  (no  further  information). 

(15) 

# 

Money  spent  on  shelters,  civilian 

• 

protection  is  useless,  wasted; 
could  be  used  for  better  purposes. 

(59) 

21 

Spending  too  much  money  on  shelters, 

civilian  protection— should  limit 
their  program. 

(20) 

7 

Spending  too  much  money  on  shelters. 

civilian  protection- -others  could 
provide  It  more  cheaply. 

(  3) 

1 

2.  TARING  AWAY  PRIVATE.  STATE  RESPONSIBILITIES 

(63) 

23 

Taking  away  Individual,  private 
responsibility. 

Taking  away,  state,  local  responsi¬ 

(45) 

16 

bility. 

Too  much  Government  In  everything 

(14) 

5 

(no  further  inf ormation) . 

(  7) 

3 

3.  PROMOTING  DSELESS  SHEI.XBRS,  PROTECTION 

PROGBi^— THERE  IS  NO  PROTECTION  GAINST 
NUCLEAR  WAR  (NO  MENTION  OF  MONEY) 

4.  MENTIONED  OTHER  GOVERNMENT  PRXRAMS— KING" 

ANDERSON  BILLt  FOREIGN  AID,  SPACE,  ETC. 

5.  STRESSING  CIVILIAN  PROTECTION  AND  SHELTERS 

AND  SHOULD  BE  TRYING  TO  PREVENT  WAR,  OR 
BUILDING  UP  ARMS 

6.  SCARING.  FRTGHTENTNG  PEOPT.R 

7.  EMPHASIZING  WAR  INSTEAD  OF  PEACE 

8.  ENCOURAGING,  FRIGHTENING  PEOPLE  INTO 

SPENDING  MONEY  FOR  INDIVIDUAL  SHELTERS 

9.  DOING  TOO  MUCH  IN  OTHER  AREAS— NOT  ENOUGH 

FOR  CIVILIAN  PROTECTION  OR  SHELTERS 


10.  TESTING  NUCLEAR  WEAPONS 

11.  ALL  OTHER 

12.  DON’T  KNOW 

13.  NO  ANSWER 

This  completes  the  presehtation  of  the  survey  responses.  We  can  turn 
our  attention  now  to  the  relationships.  If  any,  among  attltudlnal  positions 


(21) 

(22) 

(12) 

(in 

(_§) 

LI) 

U) 

(M) 

(W 

(_9) 


10 


6 

4 

3 


2 

1 

i 

10 

3 


on  these  three  major  issues. 

Relationships  Among  Attitudes  on  Three  Issues 

Probability  of  attack— utility  of  sheltare.  Results  of  a  cross-tabula¬ 
tion  between  responses  to  the  question  on  the  probability  of  a  nuclear  attack 
and  responses  to  the  question  on  one's  chances  of  escaping  radiation  sick¬ 
ness,  given  a  shelter,  are  presented  below. 
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Chances  of  Escaping  Radiation  Sickness 


Probability  of 
Attack 

Verv  Good— Some 

Little -None 

Don' t  Know 

Total 

Will  be  attaciced 

59% 

.■}7% 

4 

100%  (510)^ 

Won't  be  attacked 

59% 

36% 

5 

100%  (1044) 

Don't  Knew 

50% 

33% 

17 

100%  (  429) 

For  those  who  have  an  opinion  on  the  probability  cS  attack,  chera  is 
no  relationship  between  the  nature  o£  that  opinion  and  an  estimate  o£  the 
value  o£  a  shelter  as  protection  against  radioactive  fallout;  l.e.,  these 
two  attitudes  appear  independent; 

Probability  o£  attack— Federal  Shelter  Programs.  Thoae  who  believe  we 
will  be  attacked  were  compared  with  those  who  believe  we  V7ill  not  be  attacked, 
in  terms  of  their  support  o£  each  of  the  four  shelter  programs. 

Probability  of  Attack 

Percent  in  Favor  Of;  Will  Be  Attacked  Won' t  Be  Attacked 


Marking- Provisioning 

08% 

07% 

Changing  Existing  Bldg 

71% 

64% 

Including  Space 

74% 

60% 

Financial  Support 

02% 

76% 

There  is  no  relationship  between  the  respondent*  s  opinion  as  to 

whether  we  will  or  will  not  be  attacked  and  his  favorability  toward  the 

0 

marking  and  provisioning  of  existing  spaces;  however,  people  who  believe 
we  will  be  attacked  ere  somewhat  more  favorable  to  the  other  three  proposed 
shelter  programs. 

This  relstlonBbip  can  be  made  clear  another  way.  If  we  categorize 
respondents  into  five  groups  on  tho  basis  of  hew  many  of  the  programs  they 
favor  (i«e, ,  four,  three,  two,  one,  or  none),  we  can  determine  the  percentage 


« 


of  those  who  believes  we  will  (or  won't)  be  attacked  which  falls  in  each 
of  these  five  groups. 
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Probability  of  Attack 


of  Proerams  Favored 

Will  Be  Attached 

Won't  Be  Attached 

Pour 

577. 

48% 

Three 

217. 

217. 

Two 

10% 

14% 

One 

7% 

10% 

None 

5% 

7% 

100% 

100% 

Again,  there  is  a  statistically  significant  linear  relationship  be¬ 
tween  these  two  sets  of  opinions,  although  not  an  extremely  large  relation¬ 
ship.  People  who  believe  we  will  be  attacked  are  somewhat  more  likely  to 
favor  existing  or  proposed  government  shelter  programs}  however,  it  is  in¬ 
teresting  to  note  that  487.  of  those  who  don't  believe  we  will  be  attacked 
still  are  in  support  of  a  rather  large-scale  government  effort  in  providing 
shelter  space. 

Fear  of  attack  would  not  seem  to  be  the  crucial  variable  in  predicting 
whether  people  will  favor  or  oppose  a  governmental  program  in  this  area. 

In  support  of  this  suggestion,  the  data  indicate  no  differences  between  the 
"attacked-yes"  and  the  "attacked-no”  groups  Tflth  respect  to  their  general 
support  of  the  government 'e  program.  Forty-seven  percent  of  those  who 
bALteva  we  will  be  attacked  think  the  government's  program  is  "Just  about 
the  right  kind  of  ptogram,'*  Forty-eight  percent  of  those  who  believe 
we  will  not  be  attacked  also  think  the  program  is  Just  about  right.  Those 
who  believe  we  will  be  attacked  are  somewhat  more  likely  to  call  for  more 
action  from  the  government  (30il  ve,  251)  while  those  who  believe  we  will 
not  be  attacked  are  somewhat  more  likely  to  say  the  government  is  doing  too 
much  (16%  v8.  127.):  however,  the  dlfferences^in  both  cases  are  rather  small. 
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Utility  of  Shelters— Federal  Shelter  Programs.  The  final  analysis  of 
relationships  among  the  attitudinal  Issues  Involved  a  comparison  between 
^  those  who  believed  shelters  would  provide  protection  against  radiation 
s Ickness  and  those  who  believed  they  wouldn't.  These  two  groups  were  com¬ 
pared  with  respect  to  their  favorabillty  toward  the  four  governmental 
shelter  programs. 


Chances  of  Escaping  Radiation  Sickness 


Percent  tn  Favor  01 : 

very  Good— Some 

Llttie-None 

Marklng-Prov 1 gloning 

937. 

m 

Changing  Existing  Bldg. 

747. 

547. 

Including  Space 

7787. 

577. 

Financial  Support 

857. 

691 

There  is  an  understandably  strong  relationship  between  the  respondent's 
opinion  as  to  the  utility  of  shelters  as  a  protection  against  radiation  and 
his  support  of  the  various  governmeniial  programs.  People  who  believe  that 
shelters  would  provide  a  good  chance  of  escaping  radiation  sickness  are 
significantly  more  likely  to  favor  each  of  the  fo^ir  governmental  programs. 
What  is  surprising,  and  probably  indicative  of  the  confused  state  of  public 
opinion  on  the  shelter  Issue,  Is  the  large  percentage  of  people  who  are  in 
favor  of  the  four  governmental  programs— even  though  they  say  they  believe 
that  shelters  would  provide  little  or  no  protection  in  the  event  of  an 
attack.  Some  of  the  experimental  research  planned  by  Michigan  State  and 
other  contractors  should  help  explain  the  basis  for  this  relationship. 

Again,  the  relationship  between  these  two  variables  can  be  made  clear 
by  categorizing  respondents  into  the  five  "program  support"  groups.  The 
table  below  shows  the  percentage  of  people  who  believe  shelters  will  (or 
won't)  help  which  fall  in  each  of  these  five  groups. 


« 
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Chances  of  Eacaolng  Radiation  Slckneea 


No.  of  ProKrema  Favored 

Verv  Good— Some 

LlCtle-None 

Four 

58% 

40% 

Three 

24% 

19% 

Two 

10% 

15% 

One 

6% 

14% 

None 

27, 

12% 

There  Is  a  statistically  significant  linear  relationship  between  these 
two  sets  of  opinions,  and  a  rather  extreme  one.  As  one  would  expect, 
people  who  believe  that  shelters  will  help  are  significantly  more  likely 
to  favor  all  of  the  govammental  programs  while  people  who  feel  they  won't 
help  are  more  likely  to  be  opposed  to  all  of  them.  Again,  what  is  sur¬ 
prising  is  the  large  proportion  (A0%)  of  the  people  vfiio  believe  shelters 
won't  work,  but  who  nevertheless  are  In  favor  of  all  four  of  the  governmental 
programs. 

Belief  In  the  utility  of  shelters  seems  to  be  an  important  variable  In 
predicting  whether  people  will  favor  or  oppose  d  governmental  shelter  program, 
although  it  by  no  means  serves  as  a  sufficient  predictor* 

People  who  believe  that  shelters  will  help  are  more  likely  to  believe 
that  the  proposed  governmental  program  is  just  about  right  (537.  said  this 
a  contrasted  with  only  38%  of  those  who  said  that  shelters  won't  help). 
Twenty-nine  percent  of  the  "shelters  will  help”  group  think  the  government 
should  do  more;  22%  of  the  "shelters  won't  help"  group  also  think  the 
government  should  do  more.  Only  8%  of  the  "shelters  will  help"  group  think 
the  government  should  do  less  while  24%  of  the  "shelters  won't  help"  group 
expressed  the  opinion  that  the  government  should  reduce  Its  program. 
Relatlonahloa  between  Demographic  Variables  and  Attitudes 

The  data  were  analyzed  further  In  order  to  Isolate  possible  systematic 
relationahlpa  between  each  of  the  seven  demographic  variables  and  (a)  estl- 
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mates  of  the  probability  of  nuclear  attacki  as  well  as  attitudes  toward 
(b)  the  utility  of  shelters  *  (c)  the  four  goveroroental  programs,  and  (d) 
the  government's  program  In  general.  To  simplify  the  analysis,  respondents 
who  had  no  attitude  on  an  lasue  (l.e.,  responded  "don't  know"  or  gave  no 
response)  were  eliminated  from  the  analysis  of  that  Issue. 

Geographic  Area  of  the  Country. 

The  original  nine  areas  of  the  country  were  reduced  to  four  for  this 
analysis t  The  East  (New  England,  Middle  Atlantic);  the  South  (South  Atlantic, 
East  South  Central,  West  South  Central);  the  Northern  Middle  West  or  the 
North  (East  North  Central,  West  North  Central);  and  the  West  (Mountain, 
Pacific) . 

1.  Probability  of  attack. 

Probability  of  Attack _ 

Geographic  Area  Will  Be  Attacked  Won't  Be  Attacked  Total 

East  26%  747.  100%  (381) 

South  45%  55%  (460) 

North  27  73  (471) 

West  31  69  (242) 

Entire  Country  33  67  (1,554) 

People  In  the  South  are  significantly  more  likely  to  believe  that  the 
United  States  will  be  attacked  with  nuclear  weapons.  There  are  no  other 
regional  differences  of  a  significant  nature.  For  most  of  tlie  country.  It 
Is  safe  to  estimate  that  about  3  persons  out  of  10  expect  an  attack.  In 
the  South,  between  4  and  5  people  In  10  have  thie  kind  of  expectation. 

2,  Otllltv  of  Shelters. 

There  wore  no  significant  regional  differences  on  opinions  as  to 
whether  shelters  would  affect  the  chances  of  avoiding  radiation  sickness. 
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3,  Federal  Shelter  Programs, 

There  were  no  regional  differences  in  level  of  favorabllity  toward  the 
four  governmental  shelter  programs. 

4.  Overall  Governmental  Shelter  Program.  • 

The  four  geographic  regions  do  not  differ  with  respect  to  either  the 
proportion  of  people  who  are  satisfied  with  the  present  program  or  the 
proportion  of  people  who  want  a  larger  or  smaller  program. 


nf  rnitwnuf^i 


Respondents  were  grouped  into  one  of  four  categories  for  this  analysis t 
cities  of  250,000  or  more;  cities  between  25,000  and  250,000;  towns  under 
25,000;  farms^or  jopen  cotintry. 

1,  Probability  of  Attack. 


Probability  of  Attack 


Size  of  Community  Will  Be  Attacked  Won’t  Be  Attacked  Total 


250,000  + 

307. 

25,000—250,000 

28% 

Towns  under  25,000 

33% 

Farms ‘Open  Country 

39% 

70% 

100%  (348) 

72% 

(367) 

67% 

(379) 

61% 

(460) 

Entire  Country  33% 


677. 


(1,554) 


People  on  farms  are  s 


Ignlflcently  more  likely  to  expect  a  imclear 


attack;  however,  the  differences  are  not  extremely  large.  There  are  no  other 


significant  differences  among  population  groups  on  this  question, 

2.  Utility  of  Shelters. 

Cltleens  of  different  sized  communities  did  not  differ  on  whether  they 
thought  shelters  would  or  would  not  help. 


3,  Federal  Shelter  Programs. 


There  rare  no  significant  differences  among  population  grcn^>s. 


4.  Overall  Governmantal  Shelter  Program, 


There  were  no  elgnificant  dlfferancei  vlth  reapect 
satisfaction  with  the  present  program  or  the  proportion 
lleve  we  should  have  a  larger  or  smaller  program. 
Occupation. 

ntkek  *1 _  _ ..a,«  ......  .--.e....e 

liiC  w«iwe)}w&i^o  J^ouuweu  bu 


to  either  level  of 
of  people  who  be- 


professional,  executive,  store  proprietor}  Laborlaa— personal  services, 
factory  labor,  non-factory  labor}  Farmina— farm  proprietor,  farm  labor} 

White  Collar ;  Homemaker :  and  MlscellaneouB— retired,  student,  unen^loyed,  etc* 


1.  Probability  of  attack. 

e 

Probability  of  Attack 


Occupation 

Will  Be  Attacked 

Won't  Be  Attacked 

Total 

Managerial 

24% 

761 

100%  (156) 

Laboring 

341 

66% 

(462) 

Farming 

457. 

55% 

(  84) 

White  Collar 

2011 

80% 

(222) 

Homemaker 

36X 

64% 

(477) 

Miscellaneous 

38T 

62% 

(146) 

Entire  Country 

33% 

67% 

(1,547) 

There  were  slsablo  differences  among  these  six  occupational  groups. 
Only  about  1  white  collar  worker  In  5,  and  only  about  1  managerial  person 


In  4  believed  that  we  would  be  attacked}  however,  nearly  1  person  in  2 
(457.)  of  those  who  own  or  work  on  farms  expressed  this  feeling.  The  else 
of  the  "farm"  sample  is  entail}  nevertheless.  It  would  seam  safe  to  assume 
that  there  Is  a  significant  difference  between  the  beliefs  of  these  two 


occupational  groups. 


0 
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2.  Utility  of  Shelter e 


Chances  of  Escaping  Radtatloo  Stckneas 


Occunation 

Verv  Good— Some 

Little*Mone 

Tgtgl 

Managerial 

*  682 

322 

1002  (176) 

Laboring 

622 

382 

(533) 

Farming 

64% 

362 

(107) 

Uhite  Collar 

682 

322 

(237) 

Homemaker 

592 

412 

(609) 

Miscelleneous 

532 

472 

(169) 

Entire  Country 

622 

382 

(1.831) 

•  The  significant  difference  among  the  groups  on  this  question  can  be 

attributed  almost  in  its  entirety  to  the  relatively  small  number  of  people 

C 

in  the  "miscellaneous"  group  who  believed  that  shelters  would  be  of  halpt 
Other  than  this,  there  were  no  significant  differences  among  the  occupation 
groups  on  this  question. 

3.  Federal  Shelter  Programs. 


Mo.  of  Proarans  Favored 


Occupation 

3  or  4 

1  or  2 

_a- 

Mai 

Managerial 

602 

302 

102 

1002  (182) 

Laboring 

752 

202 

52 

(576) 

Farming 

682 

272 

5% 

(113) 

White  Collar 

732 

212 

62 

(2W) 

Homemaker 

742 

202 

62 

(647) 

His  cellaneoua 

652 

232 

121/ 

(169) 

Entire  Country 

712 

222 

72 

(1.950) 

People  holding  managerial  poaltionn  were  significantly  lees  likely 
than  members  of  other  groups  to  be  in  support  of  noat  or  all  (3  or  4)  of 
the  proposed  government  programs.  There  were  no  significant  dlfferencas 
among  the  other  occupational  groups. 

4.  Overall  Governmental  Shelter  Program. 

The  six  occupational  groups  did  not  differ-  significantly  with  respect 
to  the  proportion  of  people  who  feel  the  present  goveTTmental  program  Is 
just  about  right  (slightly  more  than  half  of  those  who  had  an  opinion  were 
in  this  category)}  however,  there  were  significant  differences  in  the  proper* 


^ion  Toho  suggested  a  larger  rather  than  a  smaller  program. 

Attitudes  Toward  Overall  Program 
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Occupation 

Do  More 

Do  Lese 

About  Right 

Total 

Managerial 

21% 

31% 

48% 

100%  (168) 

Laboring 

36% 

13% 

51% 

(5231 

Farming 

35% 

22% 

43% 

(  99) 

White  Collar 

28% 

17% 

55% 

(214) 

Homemaker 

28% 

12% 

60% 

(530) 

Miscellaneous 

28% 

21% 

51% 

(156) 

Entire  Country 

30% 

16% 

54% 

(1,690) 

The  managerial  group  vas  significantly  less  likely  to  suggest  that 
the  government  "do  more"  and  significantly  more  likely  to  suggest  that  It 
should  "do  less*"  There  were  no  other  significant  differences  among  the 


occupational  groups. 

Sex 

There  were  significant  but  relatively  small  differences  between  male 
and  female  responses  on  3  of  Che  4  key  questions. 

1.  Probability  of  Attack. 


trobshllltT  of  Attack 


Sex 

Will  Be  Attacked 

Won’t  Be. Attacked 

Total 

Male 

29% 

71% 

100%  (829) 

Female 

37% 

63% 

(723) 

Entire  Country 

337. 

67% 

(i<554) 

Women  were  significantly  more  likely  to  feel  that  we  would  be 
attacked  with  nuclear  weapons  within  the  next  ten  to  twenty  years]  however, 
the  differences  between  male  and  female  responses  Is  not  great. 

2.  Ptllltv  of  Shelters. 

There  were  no  significant  sex  differences  on  opinion  as  to  whether 
shelters  would  affect  the  chances  of  avoiding  radiation  sickness. 
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3*  Federal  Shatter  Proaraaa. 


No.  of  Proarama  Favored 


Sex 

3  or  4 

19?  2 

0 

Total 

Male 

69% 

24% 

7% 

100%  (983) 

Female 

lh% 

20% 

6% 

(978) 

o 

Entire  Country 

n% 

22% 

7% 

(1»961) 

Again,  there  were  small  but  significant  differences.  Women  were 
Bonewbat  more  likely  to  favor  all  or  most  of  the  proposed  shelter  programs. 
4«  Overall  Governmental  Shelter  Proaram. 

Attitudes  Toward  Overall  Proaram 


Sex  Do  Mora  Do  Less  About  Right  Total 


9 

Male 

32% 

20% 

48% 

100%  <890) 

Female 

28% 

13% 

59% 

(809) 

Entire  Country 

30% 

17% 

53% 

(1,699) 

Woman  were  algnlflcantly  more  likely  to  be  satisfied  with  the  present 
program.  Men  were  more  for  change— to  both  an  expanded  and  d  note  re¬ 


s  trlcted  program. 

Respondents  were  divided  into  three  age  groups:  21>34;  33'49i  and 
50  or  older.  There  were  elgniflcent  differences  among  these  groups, 

1.  Probability  of  Attack. 

The  young  group  was  significantly  less  likely  to  believe  we  would  be 
attacked  In  the  next  10  to  20  years.  There  was  no  difference  in  response 


between  the  two  older  groups. 


Probability  of  Attack 

Axe  Will  Be  Attacked  Won’t  Be  Attacked  Total 


21-34 
35-49 
50  + 


28% 

e 

72% 

100%  (502) 

35% 

65% 

(521) 

35% 

65% 

(526) 

33% 

67% 

(1,549) 

Entire  Country 
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2.  Utility  of  Shelters. 


Chaneea  of  Escaping  Radiation  Sickness 


Age 

Verv  Good— Some 

Little— None 

Total 

21-34 

691^ 

317. 

100%  (576) 

35-49 

65X 

35% 

(596) 

50  + 

52% 

48% 

(662) 

Entire  Countrj' 

62% 

387. 

(1,834) 

Respondents  of  age  SO  or  over  ucre  significantly  less  likely  to  feel 
that  shelters  vould  provide  help  In  escaping  radiation  sickness*  About  2 
out  of  3  respondents  between  21  and  49  years  of  age  expressed  confidence 
that  shelters  would  hdpt  however »  only  about  1  in  2  older  people  felt 
this  way. 

3.  Federal  Shelter  Programs. 


Wo.  of  Progrnffla- .Favored 


Age 

1  or.  4. 

1  or  2 

0 

Total 

21-34 

80% 

18% 

2% 

•L00%  (593) 

35-49 

737. 

20% 

7% 

(634) 

50  + 

'i3% 

277. 

10% 

(726) 

Entire  Country 

71% 

22% 

7% 

(1,953) 

Again •  there  is  a  consistent  relationship  between  age  and  attitude 
coward  the  proposed  programs.  The  older  the  respondent,  the  less  likely 
ha  Is  to  support  Che  government  programs. 

4,  Overall  Governmental  Shelter  Program. 

Respondents  In  the  youngest  age  group  are  most  likely  to  be  satisfied 
with  the  present  go'^emmental  program.  The  three  age  groups  do  not  differ 
with  respect  to  venting  an  expanded  program;  howevfr,  the  oldest  group 
Is  significantly  more  likely  to  feel  that  the  government  should  quit  doing 
some  of  the  things  which  It  Is  now  doing. 
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Attitudes  Toward  Overall  Program 


Age 

Do  More 

Do  Less 

About  Right 

Total 

21-34 

31T, 

107. 

597. 

100%  (538) 

35-49 

33% 

167. 

517. 

(550) 

50  + 

267. 

23% 

51% 

(603) 

Entire  Country 

307. 

167. 

547. 

(1,691) 

J|ace 

Comparisons  were  made  of  the  responses  given  by  whites  and  Negroes 
to  each  of  the  key  attltudinal  questions, 
i.  rcobabilitv  ot  Attack. 

_ Probability  of  Attack 


Race  Will  Be  Attacked  Won*t  Be  Attacked  Total 


White 

30% 

70% 

100%  (1,386) 

Negro 

567. 

44% 

(  151) 

Entire  Country 

337. 

67% 

(1,537) 

There  was  a  quite  large  and  significant  group  difference  In  response 
to  this  question.  Of  those  respondents  who  had  an  opinion  on  this  issue, 
lass  than  1  In  3  whites  said  that  we  will  be  attacked;  however,  better 
than  1  In  2  Negroes  felt  that  way. 

2.  Dtilltv  of  Shelters. 

There  were  no  differences  between  the  two  groups*  opinions  as  to 
whether  shelters  would  affect  the  chances  of  avoiding  radiation  sickness. 

3.  Federal  Shelter  Programs. 


No.  of  Programs  Favored 


Race 

3  or  4 

-  1  or  2 

2 

Total 

White 

70% 

24% 

6% 

100%  (1,736) 

Negro 

827. 

147. 

4% 

(  201) 

Entire  Country 

727. 

22% 

6% 

(1,937) 
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Kegro  respondents  were  significantly  more  likely  to  favor  most  or 
all  of  the  proposed  governmental  programs.  Of  the  vhitePi  70%  said  they 
approved  of  3  or  4  of  the  proposed  programs;  82%  of  the  Negro  respondents 
answered  this  way. 

4.  Overall  Governmental  Shelter  Program. 

The  two  groups  did  not  differ  in  the  proportion  who  feel  the  pres«int 
program  Is  Just  about  right;  however,  Negroes  were  significantly  more 
likely  to  call  for  an  expanded  program  and  whites  were  significantly 
muce  irtceiy  to  auggesc  a  reouccion  in  cne  program. 


Attitudes  Toward  Overall  Program 


Race 

Do  More 

Do  Less 

About  Rleht 

Total 

White 

29% 

17% 

54% 

100%  (1,521) 

Negro 

40% 

8% 

52% 

(  178) 

Entire  Country  30% 

16% 

54% 

(1.699) 

Socio-Economic  Level 

The  final  analysis  related  attltudlnal  responses  to  the  socio-economic 
status  of  the  respondent.  It  was  found  to  be  a  highly  relevant  predictive 
variable. 

1.  Probability  of  Attack. 


Probability  of  Attack 


Socio-Economic  Level 

Will  Be  Attacked 

Won't  Be  Attacked 

Total 

A  (High) 

20% 

80% 

100%  (  41) 

B 

28% 

72% 

(335) 

c  _ 

31% 

69% 

(889) 

D  (Low)  ® 

47% 

53% 

(261) 

Entire  Country 

33% 

67% 

(1,526) 

There  Is  a  consistent  relationship  between  socio-economic  status  and 
fear  of  attack-— the  lower  the  respondent's  socio-economic  status,  the  more 
likely  he  is  to  feel  that  we  will  be  attacked  with  nuclear  weapons.  At 
the  highest  level,  only  I  person  In  5  expressed  this  attitude.  At  the 
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lowest  level,  almost  1  In  2  felt  this  way. 

2,  Ottlity  of  Shelters. 

With  respect  to  respondent  attitudes  toward  the  value  of  shelters  In 
avoiding  radiation  sickness,  the  highest  socio-economic  group  Is  sig¬ 
nificantly  more  likely  to  believe  that  shelters  would  help. 

Chances  of  Escaping  Radiation  Sickness 
Socio-Economic  Level  Very  Good— Soma  Llttle--hone  Total 


A  (High) 

71% 

29% 

100%  < 

49) 

T 

joit 

\ 

c 

60% 

40% 

(1 

,060) 

D  (Low) 

61% 

39% 

( 

306) 

Entire  Country 

62% 

38% 

(1 

,810) 

3,  Federal  Shelter  Programs, 

Again,  there  is  a  clear  and  consistent  relationship  between  socio¬ 
economic  statue  and  level  of  approwal  of  the  four  proposed  shelter  pro¬ 
grams;  the  lower  the  respondent's  socio-economic  level,  the  more  likely 
ho  is  to  favor  most  or  all  of  the  government  progrsgns, 

Ko,  of  Programs  Favored 


Soclo-F.conoTnl  e  T.evnl. 

3  or  4 

1  or  2 

0 

Total 

A  (High) 

64% 

32% 

4% 

100% 

( 

49) 

B 

68% 

25% 

7% 

( 

415) 

C 

70% 

23% 

7% 

(1 

,132) 

0  (Low) 

81% 

14% 

5% 

( 

332) 

Entire  Country 

71% 

22% 

7% 

(1 

,928) 

4,  Overall  Covemmontal  Shelter  Program. 

Socio-economic  level  did  not  differentiate  the  proportion  of  respon¬ 
dents  who  are  satisfied  with  the  present  program;  however,  the  higher 
one's  socio-economic  status,  the  less  likely  one  is  to  favor  an  expanded 
shelter  program  and  the  more  likely  one  is  to  fever  a  restricted  program. 
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AttitudaB  Toward  Overall  Program 


:io -Economic  Level 

Do  More 

Do  Less 

About  Risht 

Total 

A  (High) 

167. 

287. 

56% 

100%  (  45) 

B 

267. 

237. 

517. 

(  359) 

C 

307. 

157. 

55% 

(  972) 

D  (Low) 

37X 

10% 

537. 

(  296) 

Entire  Country 

307. 

167. 

54% 

(1,672) 

Analysts  of  Three  Soeclnl  Groupn 

In  addition  to  the  analyses  reported  above,  we  were  Interested  In  a 
final  analysis  of  three  specific  groups  of  respondents.  One  of  these  groups 
can  be  labelled  as  "inconstHtonr nn«  r^an  ha  ' ••  “r 

ceptive  to  civil  defense  messages  and  the  third  can  be  labelled  as  minimally 
receptive  to  civil  defense  messages. 

In  analyzing  public  attitudes  toward  shelters  within  the  context  of  the 
questions  of  (a)  the  probability  of  war,  (b)  the  value  of  shelters  as  a 
protective  device,  and  (c)  the  governmental  programs  proposed,  we  can  assume 
that  people  who  believe  that  war  Is  likely  and  that  shelters  will  help  would 
tend  to  favor  shelter  programs.  On  the  other  hand,  people  who  believe  that 
war  is  unlikely  and  that  shelters  won't  help  should,  logically,  oppose 
shelter  programs.  Most  of  our  respondents'  responses  were  coneistent  with 
this  assumption;  however,  w.^  found  one  group  of  subjects  which  was  incon¬ 
sistent.*  This  group  of  AS  subjects  (out  of  the  total  2000)  believed  that: 
Inconsistent 

War  Is  unlikely,  shelters  wouldn't  help,  but  I'm  in  favor 
of  the  proposed  programs  and  think  the  government  should  do 
more  In  this  area. 

In  other  words,  these  subjects  represent  people  who  are  In  favor  of  shelters, 
but  not  for  "the  right  reasons." 

Our  maximally  and  minimally  receptive  groups  also  can  be  defined  in 
terms  of  their  responses  to  these  four  questions.  The  maximally  receptive 

^Another  group  of  inconsistent  subjects  would  Include  those  who  believe  chat 
war  Is  likely  and  shelters  would  help— but  who  oppose  a  shelter  program. 

Only  10  subjects  were  in  this  groupl  therefore,  we  didn' t  Include  them  in  this 
analysis. 
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group,  constating  of  34  subjects,  believed  that: 

Maximally  Receptive 

War  is  likely,  shelters  would  provide  a  "very  good"  chance 
of  avoiding  radiation  sickness,  I'm  in  favor  of  all  four 
of  the  governmental  programs  and  think  the  government 
should  be  doing  more. 

The  minimally  receptive  group,  consisting  of  17  subjects,  believed  that; 
Minimally  Receptive 

War  is  unlikely,  shelters  would  provide  "no"  chance  of 
avoiding  radiation  sickness,  I'm  opposed  to  all  four  of 
the  governmental  programs  and  thlhk  the  government  is 
doing  too  much  in  this  area. 

Detnoornnhl  c  final 


These  three  groups  constitute  a  very  small  segment  of  the  total  sample; 
consequently,  analyses  involving  them  can  produce  only  speculative  results, 
possibly  data  which  will  be  valuable  in  leading  to  other  more  detailed 
research  studies.  The  "inconsistent"  group  included  only  2kX  of  Che  sample; 

Che  maximally  receptive  group  included  only  of  Che  sample;  the  minimally 
receptive  group  included  slightly  less  than  17,  of  Che  sample.  Among  other 
things,  these  low  percentages  indicate  the  lack  of  polarity  of  attitude 
structure  on  the  question  of  the  building  of  shelters. 

Recognizing  the  limitations  imposed  by  the  smallness  of  these  sub-samples, 
one  can  still  observe  some  interesting  characteristics  of  the  three  groups 
when  they  ere  compared  withr.the  entire  sample  on  each  of  the  seven 
demographic  variables  Indexed. 

1.  Geographic  Are.a. 


Three  Special  Groups 


Geoaranhic  Area 

Incon- 

sietent 

Maximal 

receptive 

Minimal 

receptive 

Total 

Sample 

East 

337, 

177. 

18% 

25% 

South 

257, 

567. 

35% 

31% 

North 

257. 

127. 

29% 

29% 

West 

177. 

15% 

18% 

15% 

Sample  Size 

45 

34 

17 

2,000 

33 


The  Inconsistent  group  Is  slightly  over-represented  in  the  East  and 
both  the  maximal  and  tainlmal  receptivity  groups  are  slightly  under-represented 
there.  The  maximally  receptive  group  is  greatly  over-represented  in  the 
South  and  highly  under-represented  in  the  North.  Other  than  that,  there 
are  no  significant  differences  among  the  groups  with  respect  to  geographic 
location.  ® 


2.  Size  of  Comminlty. 


Three  Special  Groups 


Size  of  Communltv 

Incon¬ 

Maximal 

Minimal 

Total 

sistent 

recentlve 

rpceotlve 

Samnle 

Towns-Cltles 

847. 

747. 

717. 

69% 

Open  Country 

16% 

26% 

29% 

31% 

Preliminary  analysle^indlcated  no  differences  among  the  three  groups 
with  respect  to  the  size  of  the  urban  community;  however,  there  were 
differences  when  all  urban  communities  were  grouped  and  compared  with  farms 
and  open  country.  The  inconsistent  group  Is  highly  over-represented  In  the 


towns  and  cities  and  therefore  under-represented  in  the  open  country.  The 


maximal-minimal  receptivity  groups  do  not  differ  from  each  other  or  from  the 
total  sample. 


3. 


Occupation. 

Three  Suecial  Grouns 

Occunation 

Incon¬ 

sistent 

Maximal 

recentive 

Minimal 

receptive 

Total 

Sample 

Managerial 

9% 

157. 

12% 

9% 

Laboring 

49% 

41% 

29% 

29% 

Farming 

11% 

12% 

0% 

6% 

White  Collar 

9% 

6% 

23% 

127. 

Homemaker 

25% 

17% 

18% 

33% 

Miscellaneous 

•  7% 

97. 

18% 

11% 

Respondents  in  laboring  jobs  are  highly  over-represented  in  both  the 


inconsistent  and  the  maximally  receptive  groups  (both  of  which  favor 
shelters).  Respondents  who  earn  their  living  on  the  farm  also  tend  to  bo 
somewhat  over-represented  in  both  of  these  groups.  On  the  other  hand, 
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white  collar  workers  tend  to  be  over-represented  In  the  minimally  receptive 
group.  As  indicated  in  earlier  analyses,  females  in  the  home  (homemakers) 
are  under-represented  in  both  of  the  extreme  groups  (maximal  and  minimal 
receptivity) . 

4.  Sex. 


Three  Special  Groups 

Incon¬ 

Maximal 

Minimal 

Total 

Sex 

sistent 

receptive 

receptive 

Sample 

Male 

hT% 

74% 

59% 

50% 

Female 

33% 

26% 

41% 

5C% 

Males  are  over-represented  in  all  three  of  the  special  groups.  In 
other  words,  as  indicated  above,  males  ate  more  likely  than  are  females  to 
take  one  of  the  extreme  positions;  furthermore,  males  are  also  more  likely 
to  be  inconsistent  in  their  position. 


Age. 

Three  Special  Groups 

Incon- 

Maximal 

Minimal 

Total 

Age 

slstent 

receptive 

receptive 

Sample 

21-34 

33% 

44% 

12% 

30% 

35-49 

40% 

44% 

6% 

32% 

30  + 

27% 

12% 

82% 

38% 

Xnis  analysis  provides  striking  evidence  of  the  effects  of  age  on 
public  attitudes  toward  shelters.  Age  is  not  particularly  related  to  member¬ 
ship  in  the  inconsistent  group— although  older  people  are  somewhat  under¬ 
represented  in  this  group  and  people  between  35  and  49  years  of  age  are 
somewhat  over-represented.  Age  is  highly  related  to  maximally  and  minimally 
receptive  attitudes.  People  over  SO  are  greatly  under-represented  in  the 
maximally  receptive  group  and  greatly  over-represented  in  the  minimally 
receptive  group.  People  under  SO  are  over-represented  in  the  maximally 
receptive  group  and  under-represented  in  the  minimally  receptive  group. 
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6.  Race. 


Thiree  Special  Grcuna 


Race 

Incon- 

slstent 

Maximal 

receptive 

Minimal 

receptive 

Total 

Sample 

White 

89 

76 

94 

90 

Negro 

11 

24 

6 

10 

The  inconsistent  and  the  mlnlaally  receptive  groups  do  not  differ  from 
each  other  or  from  the  tot&l  sample  with  respect  to  the  proportions  of 
whites  and  Negroes  in  the  groups.  Whites  are  under-represented  in  the 


maximally  receptive  group  and  Negroes  are  Over-reptesenced  in  thah  group. 
7 .  Soeio  jjevel  * 


Three  Special  Groups 


Socio-Economic  Level 

Incon¬ 

sistent 

Maximal 

receotive 

Minimal 

receptive 

Total 

Sample 

A  (High) 

2 

0 

7 

2 

B 

11 

18 

7 

22 

C 

71 

46 

61 

58 

D  (Low) 

16 

36 

26 

18 

The  inconsistent  group  and  the  minimally  receptive  group  are  both 
under-represented  in  the  upper  socio-economic  levels,  and  the  maximally 
receptive  group  is  slightly  under-represented  as  well.  All  three  groups 
are  over-represented  in  the  lower  socio-economic  levels. 


Summary,  Discussion,  and  Recommendations 
Thin  final  section  of  Che  report  is  divided  into  three  parts)  a  summary 
of  the  major  findings  of  the  survey,  a  discussion  of  some  of  the  Implications 
of  those  findings,  and  a  presentation  of  some  recommendations  for  further 
research. 

Summary  of  Findings 

Public  Attitudes.  As  of  June  of  1962,  about  one  adult  American  in  4 
believed  that  there  will  be  a  nuclear  war  involving  the  United  States  within 
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the  next  10  to  20  ^eere.  About  2  in  A  rejected  the  idea  of  such  a  war, 
and  the  remainiag  1  In  4  did  not  express  an  opinion. 

The  public  la  almost  evenly  divided  on  the  question  of  the  utility  of 
shelters  In  case  of  attack.  Between  5  and  6  out  of  10  Americans  believe 
that  shelters  would  provide  some  chance  or  a  very  good  chance  of  avoiding 
radiation  sickness  for  people  who  live  far  enough  away  from  a  target  to 
escape  blast  effects.  When  the  question  was  asked  within  the  context  of 
the  belief  of  the  President  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  as  to  the  value 
of  shelters,  about  S  out  of  10  said  that  shelters  would  save  a  significant 
number  of  lives  and  the  other  5  out  of  10  either  said  that  shelters  wouldn't 
save  a  significant  number  of  lives  or  else  didn't  express  any  opinion. 

Half  of  the  American  public  is  in  favor  of  all  four  of  the  proposed 
goveciiwental  shelter  programs  (i.e.,  marking-provisioning,  changing 
existing  buildings,  including  space  in  new  buildings,  and  providing  financial 
help  in  constructing  shelters).  Any  given  program  was  supported  by  at 
least  2  out  of  3  respondents.  The  marking-provisioning  program  was  most 
popular— -85%  were  in  favor  of  it.  • 

Most  Americans  are  either  satisfied  with  the  proposed  governmental 
programs  or  believe  the  government  should  do  more.  Between  4  and  5  In  10 
believe  the  present  program  is  Just  about  right ;  between  2  and  3  in  10 
,  believe  the  government  should  do  more;  between  1  and  2  in  10  believe  the 
government  is  doing  too  much;  between  1  and  2  in  10  did  not  express  an 
opinion  at  all. 

When  asked  what  more  the  government  should  do,  the  most  frequent 
response  was  that  the  government  should  build  or  provide  fallout  shelters. 
When  asked  what  the  government  should  quit  doing,  the  most  frequent  response 
were;  (1)  quit  spending-wasting  so  much  money  on  shelters;  and,  (2)  quit 
taking  away  responsibilities  which  should  ba  left  to  either  the  individual 
or  to  state  and  local  governmentn. 
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RelatlonahlP8  among  Attitudes.  The  major  variable  of  Intcreat  to 
those  responeible  for  developing  a  shelter  program  is  the  public's  acceptance 
of  shelters.  He  found  that  both  public  belief  In  the  probability  of  war 
and  public  belief  In  the  utility  of  shelters  were  related  to  acceptance 
of  shelters;  hovsveri  it  was  clear  that  the  crucial  variable  was  the 
utility  of  shelters »  not  the  probability  of  war.  In  other  words,  people 
who  believed  there  will  be  a  war  are  only  slightly  more  likely  to  favor 
the  government's  shelter  programs  while  people  who  believe  that  shelters 
will  help  are  much  more  likely  to  favor  such  programs. 

There  was  no  observed  relationship  between  an  individual's  opinion  as 
to  the  likelihood  of  war  and  his  belief  or  disbelief  in  the  utility  of 
shelters. 

Relationships  between  Demographic  Variables  and  Attitudes.  The  belief 

that  the  United  States  will  suffer  a  nuclear  attack  was  held  moat  strongly 

by  people  in  the  South,  by  people  living  on  farms  or  in  opan  country,  by 

females,  by  Negroes,  and  by  people  In  the  lowest  socio-economic  level. 

People  whose  occupation  la  either  farm  ownership  or  farm  labor  also  were 

strong  in  their  belief  In  the  chance  of  attack;  however,  subsequent  analyses 

revealed  that  this  finding  could  be  attributed  to  the  high  proportion  of 

Negroes  In  the  farm- labor  category.* 

* 

The  only  demographic  variables  related  to  a  belief  In  the  utility  of 
shelters  were  age  and  socio-economic  level.  Younger  citizens  were  much 
more  likely  to  believe  that  shelters  would  help,  as  were  citizens  In  the 
highest  socio-economic  level.  People  over  50  years  of  age  are  significantly 

less  convinced  of  the  value  of  shelters. 

• 

*These  later  analyses  indicated  that  the  correlations  involving  the  South, 
people  living  on  farms  or  in  open  country,  and  low  socio-oconomlc  levels 
remained— even  when  Negroes  were  removed  from  the  sample. 
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General  support  of  the  proposed  or  existing  governmental  programs 
does  not  differ  from  one  section  of  the  country  to  another,  from  large 
cities  to  small  towns  cr  farms,  or  among  occupation  groups.  Strongest 
support  for  these  programs  comes  from  females  rather  than  males,  and  from 
younger  people  rather  than  older  people. 

Of  those  dissatisfied  with  the  present  program,  some  think  the  government 
should  be  doing  more  and  some  think  it  should  be  doing  less.  Respondents  In 
managerial  positions,  respondents  over  50  years  of  age,  wliites,  and  respondents 
In  rbp  “''r* Tsvslu  likely  to  suggest  Chat  the 

government  should  do  less.  Negroes  and  respondents  In  the  lower  socio-economic 
levels  were  most  likely  to  suggest  that  the  govemnenc  should  do  more. 

Special  Group  Analyses .  k  small  group  pf  citizens  (about  2  to  3  per 
cent),  although  of  the  opinion  that  there  will  not  be  a  war  and  that  shelters 
wouldn't  help  if  there  was  one,  support  the  proposed  governmental  programs. 

This  group  probably  consists  primarily  of  people  who  are  In  favor  of 
"government  programs"  for  their  own  sake;  e.g.,  people  in  this  group  arc 
over*repreeented  among  urban,  laboring,  younger,  and  lower-soclo  economic 
males.  Another  very  small  group  (less  than  IT  of  the  population),  although 
of  the  opinion  that  there  will  be  a  war  and  that  shelters  would  help,  are 
opposed  to  the  proposed  governmental  prograus.  This  group  consists  almost 
entirely  of  upper  socio-economic  people. 

People  who  are  maximally  receptive  toward  shelter  programs  (about  1  to 
2  per  cent)  differ  from  the  total  sample  In  that  they  are  more  likely  to  be 
found  in  the  South,  (and  less  likely  to  be  found  in  the  North),  more  likely 
to  earn  chelr  living  in  laboring  or  farm  jobs,  more  likely  to  be  male,  much 
more  likely  to  be  under  50  years  of  age,  more  likely  to  be  Negroes,  and 
somewhat  more  likely  to  be  in  the  lower  socio-economic  level  of  society. 
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People  who  are  minimally  receptive  toward  shelter  programs  (about  1% 
o£  the  population)  differ  from  the  total  sample  in  that  they  are  more  likely 
to  be  white-collar  workers,  much  uiore  likely  to  be  over  SO  years  of  age,  and 
also  are  more  likely  to  be  In  the  lower  socio-economic  levels. 

Discussion  of  Implleatlons 

The  results  of  this  study  have  at  least  four  Important  Implications 
for  tha  determination  and  Implementation  of  policy  relevant  to  communication 
of  the  government's  shelter  program.  These  concern: 

1.  The  prevailing  attitude  of  the  public. 

Public  attitude  In  June,  1962,  can  be  summarized  as  favorable— but 
not  Intense.  Most  people  are  in  favor  of  the  proposed  gavernnental  shelter 
programs;  however,  very  few  people  are  extremely  favorable  or  extremely 
unfavorable.  The  fact  that  only  about  half  the  people  belleveethat  shelters 
would  help  in  case  of  war,  and  the  observed  relationship  between  this  belief 
and  approval  of  the  proposed  shelter  programs,  suggests  that  one  of  the 
major  communication  objectives  of  the  Office  of  Civil  Defense  should  be  an 
Increase  In  public  belief  as  to  the  utility  of  shelters. 

2.  Specific  target  audiences. 

The  maximum  reception  end  approval  of  the  proposed  shelter  programs 
comes  from  the  young,  from  Negroes,  from  females,  and  from  members  of  the 
lower  socio-economic  levels.  The  minimum  reception  and  approval  comes  from 
citizens  over  SO  years  of  age,  and  members  of  the  higher  socio-economic  levels 
In  the  local  community,  older  and  higher  socio-economic  citizens  share  a 
major  role  in  any  decision-process  on  shelters  or  other  civil  defense 
measures.  If  the  value  of  shelters  Is  accepted  as  a  given,  further  work 
Is  needed  with  older  and  high  socio-economic  audiences  to  determine  the 
source  of  their  negative  attitudes  toward  sheltera .  and  to  attempt  to 
develop  evldenee  and  arguments  which  will  be  of  value  In  changing  these 
negative  attitudes. 


3.  The  relationship  between  fear  of  war,  belief  In  the  utility  of 
shelters,  and  approval  of  a  shelter  program. 

We  found  that  bellaf  In  the  ud-l'lby  of  shelters  was  an  important 
predictor  of  approval  of  a  shelter  program.  An  expectation  of  nuclear  war 
also  is  correlated  with  approval;  however,  the  relationship  Is  small.  The 
relationship  among  these  three  variables  probably  can  best  be  explained  in 
the  context  of  the  distinction  between  (a)  attitudes  toward  adoption  of  a 
practice  and  (b)  actual  adoption  of  that  practice.  Further  research  on 
this  question  is  needed;  however,  it  plausible  to  argue  that  favot- 

abillty  toward  aheltcr  programs  (attitude  toward  adoption)  prlioarily  is 
determined  by  a  belief  in  the  utility  of  the  shelter,  not  by  a  belief  in  the 
probability  of  war.  Actual  adoption  of  the  practice,  the  actual  building 
of  u  shelter,  probably  rests  in  large  part  on  one's  belief  in  the  probability 
of  war,  the  imminence  of  danger.  In  short,  one  could  argue  that  people  will 
approve  of  shelters  if  they  are  convinced  that  they  would  help— -but  they 
won't  build  them  until  they  believe  they'll  need  to  use  them. 

If  there  Is  merit  in  this  argument.  It  raises  an  Important  implication 

# 

for  coi^nlcatlon  programming  by  the  Office  of  Civil  Defense.  For  ethical 
as  well  as  policy  reasons,  the  government  probably  does  not  want  to 
exaggerate  the  probability  of  war;  i.e.,  It  does  not  wsnt  deliberately  to 
raise  a  "war  scare"  among  the  peopjie.  It  can  and  probably  should  continue 

to  suggest  that  shelters  would  help  in  such  an  emergency.  Given  these  two 

e 

assumptions,  it  follows  that  the  agency's  communication  program  should; 

(a)  emphasise  the  utility  of  shelters  on  a  coni' inulna  basis  durina  times  of 
minimal  International  stress,  and  (b)  have  available  on  £  stand-by  basis 
for  uee  In  times  of  more  severe  international  stress  a  complete  communication 
program  on  the  methods  and  techniques  of  constructing,  preparing,  and 
living  in  shelters. 


A.  The  importance  of  the  credibility  of  the  source  attributed  to 
shelter  messages. 

Two  of  the  questions  used  in  this  study  provide  preliminary  evidence 
on  the  importance  of  source  credibility  as  an  effector  of  public  attitudes . 

We  asked  people  vhat  kind  of  chance  they  thought  shelters  would  give  them 
to  escape  nuclear  radiation.  We  also  asked  them  whether  they  thought 
shelters  would  save  a  significant  number  of  lives.  The  first  question  did 
not  suggest  any  communication  source.  The  second  question  Invoked  the 
Freaident  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  as  sources;  i.e.,  it  stated  that  they 
both  believed  that  shelters  would  save  lives. 

Most  people  who  were  favorable  on  the  general  question  (said  "some 
chance"  or  "very  good  chance")  also  were  favorable  on  tiie  second  question 
(said  shelters  would  save  lives)  and  vice  versa;  howevet,  272  people  answered 
the  general  question  favorably  but  were  unfavorable  when  the  question  was 
phrased  In  terms  of  the  President  and  SecreCaryt  and  193  people  answered 
the  general  question  unfavorably  but  were  favorable  when  the  question 
Invoked  the  President  and  Secretary  (see  page  10  of  this  report). 

Ue  compared  these  two  groups  of  people  on  each  of  our  demographic 
variables.  The  two  groups  did  not  differ  with  respect  to  geographic  area, 
size  of  community,  sex,  age,  or  race.  They  did  differ  with  respect  to 
occupation  and  socio-economic  class.  People  who  were  fsvorable  to  the 
general  question  but  unfavorable  when  the  question  Invoked  the  President 
and  Secretary  of  Defense  were  much  more  likely  to  be  in  managerial  or  white 
collar  occupations  (337.,  compared  with  137.  In  the  other  group  and  217.  in 
the  entire  sample)  and  also  were  much  more  likely  to  be  in  the  higher  socio¬ 
economic  levels  (30%,  compared  with  14%  in  the  other  group  and  24%  in  the 
entire  sample).  Both  of  these  variables  (occupation  and  socio-economic  class 
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are  correlated  with  political  preference;  furthermore,  the  observed  difference! 
are  consistent  with  the  party  affiliation  of  the  President  and  Secretary 
of  Defense.  It  seems  clear  chat  use  of  these  sources  did  affect  the 
responses  (positively  for  some  and  negatively  for  others),  even  though  our 
other  research  indicates  no  general  relationship  between  political  preference 
and  attitudes  toward  shelters. 

From  these  data  as  well  as  other  theory  and  research  on  source  crec'i> 
bility,  it  can  be  Inferred  that  the  choice  of  particular  sources  to  be  used 
in  civil  defense  messages  is  an  important  decision  in  comnunication  planning. 
Recommendations  for  Further  Research 

Results  of  this  study  indicate  at  least  four  areas  in  which  continuing 
research  should  be  conducted.  These  are: 

1.  The  study  of  public  attitudes  toward  shelters,  the  public's 
expectations  of  nuclear  war,  and  the  public's  attitudes  and 
beliefs  toward  other  aspects  of  the  cold  war  situation. 

Given  the  responsibility  for  determining  communication  policy,  it  seems 
apparent  that  the  Office  of  Civil  Defense  could  profit  from  a  continuing 
feedback  and  evaluation  of  the  state  of  public  opinion  on  key  cold  war, 
nuclear  war,  and  civil  defartse  issues.  Such  a  study  need  not  require 
separate  opinion  polling  operations.  A  small  number  of  crucial  questions 
can  be  included  in  other  public  opinion  surveys.  These  questions  can 
provide  a  continuing  check,  at  little  coat,  of  the  state  of  public  opinion. 

It  also  would  be  valuable  to  record  the  chronology  of  events  in  the  cold 
war  and  to  relate  these  events  to  changes  in  public  attitude  as  well  as  to 
other  available  indicators  of  public  behavior  (e.g.,  shelter  construction, 
geographic  mobility,  etc.). 

2.  The  study  of  appeals  and  other  message  variables  which  are 
effective  with  various  toerican  audiences;  more  specifically, 
this  should  include  the  study  of  message  variables  as  they 
affect  Che  unfavorable  "target"  audiences  uncovered  in  the 
present  study. 
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Variations  In  appeals,  aupportlng  evidence,  channel  selection,  style, 
and  other  Tnessage  variablea  affect  the  impact  of  civil  defense  messages  on 
various  segments  of  the  public.  Research  incorporating  these  variations 
should  continue.  Special  attention  should  be  given  to  methods  of  approaching 
various  key  or  target  audiences;  i.e.,  groups  which  are  now  opposed  to 
civil  defense  and/or  groups  which  are  of  special  importance  to  the  adoption 
and  implementation  of  civil  defense  programs. 

3.  The  study  of  the  credibility  of  various  sources  which  can  be 
used  in  the  transmission  of  civil  defense  messages. 

Source  credibility  is  a  crucial  variable  in  any  communication  program. 
Some  of  the  questions  relevant  to  it  which  need  to  be  raised  axei  what 
kinds  of  sourcee  are  most  effective  with  what  kinds  of  audiences,  what 
dimensions  of  source  credibility  are  most  salient  for  what  kinds  of  message 
situations,  what  effect  does  continued  presentation  of  civil  defense 
messages  have  on  the  level  of  credibility  attributed  to  a  given  source, 
what  are  the  public's  expectations  as  to  the  "meaning"  of  various  sources, 
and  so  on . 

4.  The  relationship  between  fear  of  war,  belief  In  shelters,  and 
actual  adoption  of  or  cooperation  with  an  on-going  shelter 
program. 

Some  possible  relationships  among  these  three  variables  were  suggested 
earlier  in  this  report.  The  suggested  relationships  are  quite  speculative; 
however,  if  accurate,  the  Implications  for  civil  defense  communication 
are  quite  important.  For  this  reason,  further  reseerch  is  needed  to  probe 
in  depth  the  ways  in  which  the  public  Incorporates  these  expectations  and 
beliefs  in  their  patterns  of  behavior. 


